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Commenter: John W. King - Ponca Industrial Corp., Texas

Response to Comment:

A. In Chapter 3, Section 3.8, Comparison of Alternatives, the EIS states that the impacts for most
categories are small or nonexistent for all alternatives.  Since 1957, the Navy has shipped over
660 containers of spent nuclear fuel from the shipyards and prototype sites to the Naval
Reactors Facility.  All of the shipments were made safely by rail and without release of
radioactivity.  Since any container alternative selected for use must meet the requirements of 10
CFR Part 71, Packaging and Transportation of Radioactive Material, and 10 CFR Part 72,
Licensing Requirements for the Independent Storage of Spent Nuclear Fuel and High-Level
Waste, the other containers can also be used safely and reliably.

B.&D. The location and design of a centralized interim storage facility or geologic repository is outside
the scope of this EIS.  As stated in Chapter 2, Section 2.8.1 of the EIS, the Department of
Energy has published a notice of its intention to prepare an EIS for a geologic repository at
Yucca Mountain.

C. It is premature to provide comments on the specific design proposed.  Once the Final EIS and
the Record of Decision have been issued, the performance specifications will be developed for
the naval spent nuclear fuel container system and a competitive bidding process will be started
in accordance with federal acquisition regulations.  As stated in the EIS, the container system
selected must meet the requirements of 10 CFR Parts 71 and 72.

D. See the response to Comment B above.

E. Containers used for legal-weight truck transfer would also be designed to produce a maximum
exposure rate of 10 millirem per hour at 2 meters in accordance with the Department of
Transportation regulations and their use would present the same opportunity for the elevated
vehicles to be in traffic with them as would occur for heavy-haul transport.  Further, many more
legal-weight truck shipments would be required to move all spent nuclear fuel.

All of the alternative container systems would be suitable for heavy-haul transportation, as
illustrated by prior use of the M-140 containers in heavy-haul transport.  However, it is accurate
to state that the M-140 based alternatives would be less suitable due to size, height, and weight. 
This statement has been added to Chapter 3, Sections 3.2, 3.8.4 and Chapter 7, Section 7.3.3
of the EIS.

Therefore, the key difference among the alternatives for the purposes of comparing the impacts
associated with heavy-haul transport for naval spent nuclear fuel using the alternative container
systems is the number of shipments.  Text which explains this matter has been added to
Appendix B, Section B.4.

The radiological risks of shipping naval spent nuclear fuel have been conservatively analyzed in
this EIS and are described in Section B.5.1.  The analyses use a train speed of 15 miles per
hour.  This is slower than the actual expected transport speed.  Using slower train speeds is
more conservative because that results in a higher calculated radiation exposure to the public
(trains are more proximate to the public).  This conservatively slow train speed means that the
exposure associated with the transport speeds for possible heavy-haul transport would be
similar to the results for rail shipments of the same length over similar routes.  

It is too early to select companies to ship spent nuclear fuel to a repository or centralized interim
storage site because the location, routes and the responsible federal agency have not yet been
decided.  There is, however, a Notice of Waste Acceptance, Storage and Transportation
Services for the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management in the May 28, 1996 Federal
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Register.  The notice requests comment or expression of interest in transporting spent nuclear
fuel from commercial reactor sites.


